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l. Executive Summar

Hazingjeopardizes combat readiness and mission accomplishment, weakens trust within the ranks, and
erodes unit cohesiortazing is an affronttothbe par t ment o f fubdarheatalgakiéed ( Do
dignified conduct and und encipleitonatosd dignityeandDespgeet tot me n t
every member of the Total Forcin all we do,theDoD strives to show respect foour membersind

seelsto eradicate behaviors that undermine this principlerough standardized prevention programs

and responsefforts, DoD seeks to eradicate all forms of hazing.

This report is submitted pursuant to section 549 of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for
Fiscal Year (FY) 2017 (Public Law 11328) which requires the Military Department Secretaries to
sulmit, not later than January &bf each year, to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and
the House of Representatives, a report containing a description of efforts during the previous year:

To prevent and respond to incidents of hazing invguinembers of the Armed Forces;

To track and encourage reporting, including reporting anonymously, incidents of hazing in the
Armed Forcs; and

1 Toensure the consistent implementation of-hazing policies.

T
T

This report provides a top line summanytiogé 29 hazing complaints reported by the Military Services

in FY 2018. Together, these Z6omplaints involved a total of Salleged offenders and 40
complainants.Subsequent to an appropriate investigation, complaints are found to be substantiated or
unsubstantiated; at the close of B¢ 173 complaints vere resolved, and 1®@mplaintswerepending
resolution.

1 Of the 291 complaints, 102 were substantiated/dndomplaints were unsubstantiated
1 Eight complaintsvere inconclusivedismissed and/orunknown

This past year DoD made numerous policy chamygsartmentwide since publishin@epartment of
Defensdnstruction (DoDI)1020.03“ Har assment Prevention @sid Respo
datedFebruary 8, 201,8egarding problematic behavior$he Military Services areorking to

implement the new policy and aligimeir service specific policies to ti2oDI. The reporting period

covered in this submission does not reflect full impletaigon of these policy cimges.

The Military Service with the smallest population, the Marine Corps, reported the majority of the overall
hazing complaints (256; 88.3 percent). However, a large proportion of rep@dpulation does not
necessarily reflect @argerissue with haing within a particular Military ServiceThe Marine Corps

attributes the number of hazing complaints reported primarily to the utilization of their case management
system and to the Commandant's increased emphasis on culture ahcmige importance oéporting
problematic behaviors.

The 102 substantiated complaints involved 197 offenders and 159 complaisianést all of the 1@
substantiated hazing complaints were reported to have occurred on a military installation and the

3
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majority within the Catinental United States (CONUSApproximately75 percent of the substantiated
complaints involved some form of physical contact, either in isolation or in combination with other
types of hazing behaviors, between male offenders and male complainastsof ihe offenders and
complainants were eduty when the hazing behavior occurred. The majorityoofmainants and
offenders were activeutly enlisted Service members. Approximately 81 percent of offenders were in
pay grades E3, E4, or E5 and apprcdiely 84 percent of complainants were in pay grades E2 to E3.

DoD Hazing

Hazing undercuts DoD’'s efforts to create and ma
dignity and respectThe Department combats hazigoughstandardized preventi@nd response

efforts to detect, prevent, detaddressand eliminate hazingcross the Department, as welbgs

providing effective and compassionate support for individuals who report hazing, and lodielimers
apprriatelyaccountable.

DoDI 1020.03h Har assment Prevention and Respons

On February 8, 2018he Department issued Do020.03“ Har a s s me n and Resppnseimt i o n
t he Ar me dRedégnirirgyéhe neéd for greateadiership commitment and accountability to

promote, support, and enforce the full spectrum of harassment prevention and response policies and
programs, the Departmeinistruction updates, strengthens, and establishes a comprehensive policy on
harassmentHarassment includes discriminatory harassment, sexual harassment, hazimgg,bully
retaliation, and reprisalDoDI 1020.03 establishes a comprehensive, Do@e military harassment
prevention and response programhich mandatesamong other requirementhatcommanders and
supervisors be held appropriately accountable for processing harassment coupdgirdsides

procedures anchechanism$or ensuringcomplainantseceive adequate care and support.

Hazing Definition
In DoDI 1020.03 hazingis definedas:

“A form of harassment that includes conduct through which Service members or DoD employees,
without a proper military or other governmental purpose but with a nexus to military Service,
physically or psychologically injures or creates a risgloysical or psychological injury to Service
members for the purpose ahitiation into, admission into, affiliation with, change in status or
position within, or a condition for continued membership in any military or DoD civilian
organization.Hazingcan be conductetthrough the usef electronic devices or communications,

and by other means, includisgcial media, as well as in persori

a. Hazing is evaluated by“aeasonable persbistandard and includes, but is not limited to, the
following when peformed without a proper military or other governmental purpose:
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(1) Any form of initiation or congratulatory act that involves physically striking another person
in any manner or threatening to do the same;

(2) Pressing any obj ect iardléssofahetioet itperces fheeskis suoh’ s
as “pinning” or tacki ng o nwingpdivermmggnik, i nsi g
badges, medals, or any other object;

(3) Oral or written berating of another person with the purpose of belittlingroiliating

(4) Encouraging another person to engage in illegal, harmful, demeanidgngerouscts;

(5) Playing abusive or malicious tricks;

(6) Branding, handcuffing, duct taping, tattooing, shaving, greasing, or painting apetken;
(7) Subjecting anothergrson to egessive or abusive use of water;

(8) Forcing another person to consume food, alcohol, drugs, or any other substance; and

(9) Soliciting, coercing, or knowingly permitting another person to solicit or coercefacts
hazing.

b. Hazing does not includeroperly directed command or organizational activities that serve
proper military or other governmental purpose, or the requisite training activities retquired
prepare for such activities (e.g., administrative corrective measures, extra militargtiostror
commandauthorized physical training).

c. Service members may be responsible for an act of hazing even if there was aictydiedr
consent from the victim and regardless of the grade or rank, status, or Serviceatfrthe

d. Hazing is prohibiéd in all circumstances and environmemisluding offdutyor* unof f i ci al
unit functions and settings.

Prevention and Response Oversight

Underthe Office of Force Resiliency purviethe Office for Diversity, Equityand Inclusion QDEI)
develops andhaintains policy oversight aghe DoD military Hazing Prevention and Responsedpam.

The DoD Hazing and Bullying Working Group provides a forum for the Military Departments and the
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for PersonrmtReadiness (OUSD(P&R)) to synchronize
efforts in developing effective hazing pemtion and response policies. ™erking group, comprised

of senior subject madt experts from the DoD Office of General Counsel, Military Departments,
OUSD(P&R), and th®efense Equal Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMI), considers the

5
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Department’s hazing prevention and response pol
provides an opportunity to benchmark best practices, discuss enduring challengesyiatel adigential

pitfalls. The primary hazing focus areas andhpleted FY 201&fforts of the working group include:
definitions, roles/responsibilities, reporting process, data collection and analysis, training, retaliation,

and complianceThe workinggroup continues to meet to make improvements to ongoing efforts.

This report provides a summary of the Milit&Bgrvices hazi ng theMiolritt arnyp uSesr,v i
selfassessmestis well agecommendedext steps

IV. Framework Approach

Framework Approach

Theam of t he Dazipgpolidy is® imtegrate sustainability and competence Dab-wide
hazing prevention effortsAs suchjn FY 2018the Military Servicesontinued to centeheir program
strategies and efforts orcantinuousmprovemenfive-stepprocess that underpins the DoD Hazing
Prevention and Response Program framewadtie process steps are:

STEP 1: Collect and Analyze Hazing Incidents. Analyzing the incidentsf hazingis the first and
most critical step in detang the scope of hazingithin the DepartmentThis step also complements
policies andgporograms that determine hdawaddres$fiazing andidentifiesbarriersto creating and
sustaining work environmentisatensureall Servicemembersare treatedavith dignity and respect.

STEP 2 Define PreventionRequirements Effective preventiorstrategies includase of varied
teaching methods, sustained dosage of preveatfforts, theorybased programsjppropriate timing
and indicators to track ask populdions. As prevention strategies evolvadicators may assist with
identifying Service members at risk of being involveduture hazingincidents This improved
awareness will enable leadersuttderstandhe root cause dhe problematidehavior andecognizethe
need tantercede before amcident occurs.The Department wilincorporatannovative efforts to
prevent hazing, including targeted interventasforts for Military Service populations mostrgk for
participating in or experiencing hazing.

STEP 3 DoD-Wide StrategicPrevention Message Stepthreerequires an engaged Department
strategy to stop hazing before it occul#is requires a corsient implementation of DoD policy,
underscored by clear and uniform hazing prevention messages from all levels of leadership

STEP 4 Mitigate Risks to Improve Performance Stepfour focuses on the importance of mitigating
risks to improve the perforamce of hazing prevention and response efforts beyond the Military
Services’ c omp | i Tooptineize peefanpance and énhahcde teadilasb, will work

with the Military Services to advance data and information collection to better align strategy with policy,
while creating a culture where leaders are highly trained to detect, prevent, deter, and eliminate risks
associated with hazing behaviors.
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STEP 5 Evaluate Program Effectiveness.In the final step, DoD measures performance and

evaluates program effectiveness by monitoring implementation and compliance, and assessing internal
controls. DoD currently works with each of the Military Services to ib@mnhazing prevention and

response programs, document lessons learned, and make continual prevention program improvements,
while detailing success and progress althegway.

V. Strategic Goals aad Objectives

Hazingposes a seriougadiness challenge thaillzontinue to require assessment as DoD aims to

synergize prevention and response efforts across the entettpribese early stages of standardized

hazing prevention and response program implementdtierDepartment nder st ands t her e
sizz fits all” approach or s ol kathiMiitary $eovicehsxequiradg p r e
at a minimum, to establish and implement pamgs that comply with DoD policiesThe goals below
correspond to DoD legislative and policy requiremethisy also help DoD and the Military Services

identify progranrelevanceand evaluate progress and compliance.

The goals and objectives established in legislation and outlined below meet the requirethents of
NDAAs for FYs 2016 and 2017 and the polgyidanceoutlined in DoDI 1020.03DoD expects

Military Service leaders to implement thesguirements as essential elements of hazing prevention and
response programd.he seven goals and objectives include:

GOAL #1: Prevention Messaging.The effecive utilization of clear and consistent DoD prevention
messaging, such as clear policy statementsshkeler and eliminate haziragnd buildshealthy
organizational climates dedicated to upholding dignity, respect, and accountabikigy. part of the
messaging includes early intervention to prevent hazing incitelstect, pevent and deter by
providingsupport for individuals who report hazing, and holding offendppsopriatelyaccountable.

GOAL #2: Data Collection, Tracking and Analysis. Standardized and reliable data collection and
analy®s that capture hazing complaint data are necessary to inform future prevention kfforts.

addition, tracking and extensive analysis of the data helps DoD identify whether policies and structures
supportcohesive organizational climatasd the prevention of hazing

GOAL #3: Reporting Procedures DoDI 1020.03establisheguidance foiSecretaries of th®lilitary
Departmento ensure the availability of information regarding hazing reporting optionseguoes, and
applicable timelines teubmitcomplaints, including anonymous complaints and complaints involving a
Service member’s commander or supervisor, to th
general’s of fi ce,ty(WmiQ)offiteaar staff degignatéd byothe pMditary Senvice to
receive harassment complaints.

GOAL #4: Victim Assistance and Advocacy Options Military Departmentsnust notify

complainants when an investigation begins, provide them information about the investigation process
and victim support resources available; and oftbase, and any appeal righta/hen the investigation

is complete, the complainant must beifed whether the complaint was substantiated or

7
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unsubstantiatedAll complainantsamust beadvised of available victim services during their initial intake
interview.

GOAL #5: Timely Investigations. OUSD(P&R) provides oversight of investigations towras

processes are impartial, thorough, and tim&wDI 1020.03 requires Commanders to initiate an
investigation within fiveduty days of becoming aware or receiving a report of a hazing incaehthe
investigation is to be completed not later thard&8@s after the date on which the investigation is
commenced.Each Military Service must establish procedures for conducting internal investigations of
hazing complaints and appropriately train officials designated to investigate matters involving tfvazing t
ensure adequate, reliable, and impartial investigation of complaints.

GOAL #6: Effective Hazing Prevention and Education Programs. Regulartraining and education

is requiredor Service memberat all levels on how to identify, respond to, and repa#ing, including
clear definitions of hazingHazing prevention and efforts are strengthened through consistent and
coordinated training content provided DEOMI.

GOAL #7: Accountability. Offenders insubstantiated hazing incidents will be held appropriately
accountable Within each of the Military Services, leaders must set the tone for haemg
environments and ensure that anyone Wwh® been found to participatehazing activity is addressed
appropriately.

VI. SelfAssessmentsef Compliance Statusby Military Service

This section of the r epoomprehgnsive seHsdesssnesibfiihe hakingl i t ar
prevention and response strategic elements.

Army

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #1: Prevention Messaging.The “ Not i n My Squad Cail
waslaunched n 2015 to demonstrate the Sergeant Major
professiomlism from the squad levelug.he campai gn served to reinfor
eradiatingharassmentNIMS empowers firstine leaders to take responsibility for their units by

creating positive, healthy command climates and adaiggsssues at the lowest level.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #2: Data Collection, Tracking and Analysis. The Army tacks and

reports alleged incidents of hazing in three databases from Equal OpportunigffiE€) the Inspector
General (IG), and the Criminal Investigati@ommandCID) to comply with DoDI 1020.03In

addition, the Army is working on a reporting system that will standardize data collection and tracking,
improve reporting accuracy, and identify repeat offenders and organizations.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #3: Reporting Procedures Soldiersare free to addressmzingcomplaints
to any level of commanda, protected communication to a member of Congi€sxr a member of a
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DoD audit, inspectiomr any other person or organization appropriate to receive such cancerns
Anonymous comiaints can be made throughtheanmander ' s s ug gl&hotlmeon box

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #4: Victim Assistance and Advocacy Options.The Army encourages use

of the I G s Military Whistlebl ower Protection p
make a protected communication to a member of Congress; an IG; or a member of a DoD audit,
inspection, investigation, or law emé@ment organization.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #5: Timely Investigations. To ensure the consistent implementation of
antihazing policies, all allegations of hazing require an investigatitmn five duty daystogether

with notification to the commandingfiicer (CO). The investigation is to be completed not later than 30
days after the date on which the investigation is commenced.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #6: Effective Hazing Prevention and Education Programs.Hazing and
bullying training is conductednnualy in conjunction withEO training. Asaresult of these efforts,
hazing in theArmy appeardo be on adlownward trend. ThArmy continues to educatnd encourage
all soldiers andctivilians to engage and intervene to correct such behaviors.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #7: Accountability. The Army takes administrative, ngudicial, and
punitive action against offenders who violate hazamgl bullying policies.Improved definitions of
hazing and bullying also allow commanders to better identify and address issues of hazing and bullying.

Navy

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #1: Prevention Messaging.T h e N a-prggress compliance reflects
the revision of the Office of the Chief Naval Operations Instruction (OPNAVINST) 5300, 1Ravy
SexualHarassment Prevention and Response Program Mamdath is currently being updated to
align directly with DoDI 1020.03.

TheDepartment of thé&l a v ydlicy on hazing, Secretary of the Navy Instruction (SECNAVINST)
1610.2A establishes leadership accountability, enforcement guidelines, and prohibits hazing.

The revised OPNAVINST 5300.13 will provide guidance on how to:

Define hazing and bullyingunddre umbr el |l a t'erm “ harassment
Formally track hazing and bullying via Navy Personnel (NAVPERS) Form 5354/2 formal
reporting intake form which is currently being utilized for discriminatory harassment, sexual
harassment, and discrimination.

1 Address retaligon and reprisal as it extends to all forms of harassment.

1
1

The Navy established clear policies and leadership messages intended to stop hazing misconduct before
it occurs and becomes severe and pervasive.
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STRATEGIC ELEMENT #2: Data Collection, Tracking and Analysis TheNavy ensured reliable

data collection, reportin@nd case management processes to collect, track and report hazing misconduct
to leaders. Incidents of hazing are reported via an operational report (OPRIEB incidents, to

include DoD mandated data elents, are documented on a spreadshBeis spreadsheet is used in the
preparation of the annual hazing and bullying data collection repb&Navy is currently in early

stage development of a case management systenckaatl&orns of harassment, as defined by DoDI
1020.03.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #3: Reporting Procedures TheNavy established safe and clear reporting
options forcomplainantand bystanders who report hazing miscondiitie Navypolicy outlinesthatit

is the responsibility of every Sailor to ensure hazing does not occur and every Service member has the
responsibility to make the appropriate authorities aware of ealatioioof this policy. ThéNavy is

currently revising the Sexual Harassment Prevergi@hRespase Program Manual to ensure it is

aligned withDoDI 1020.03;'Harassment Preventiom@ Response in the Armed Forces.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #4: Victim Assistance and Advocacy Options.The Navy strives to
ensureeffective victim advocacy and higmder support, response and reporting optidiesey policy
outlines procedures for victim and witness assistance.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #5: Timely Investigations. The Navy regularly conducted training and
education for personnel at all levels on how to identify, respond to, and report hazing misconduct,
including clear definitions on hazindgNavy policy directscommencement of an investigationeviery

reported incident afhazingwithin five duty day4o determine if the case is substantiated or
unsubstantiatedAll investigations are to be completed not later than 30 days after the date on which the
investigation is commenced.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #6: Effective Hazing Prevention and Education Programs. Navy policy
lists a Chief of Naval Operatiof€NO) responsibility to provide annuakining and updates on hazing
in Professional Military Education courses, leadership training, comnmiarmteirsesiroop information
programs, etc. F2018 General Military Training (GMTincludesHazing Policy and Prevention as an
established training topic amsimade availablen GMT webpages for commands. After graduating
boot camp, every Sailor receive$ L iSfka | | s” cour se whi ch avieramdp hasi .
healthy relationships; hazing a dedicated topihatis covered.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #7: Accountability. The OPNAVINST 5300.13o0licy states: (1) no
commander or supervisor may, by act, wakekd, or omission, condone or ignore hazing if they know

or reasonably should have known, that hazing may or did occur; (2) commanders or individuals in
supervisory positions are responsible for ensuring that all ceremonies and initiations conducted within
their organizations or commands comply with Navy hazing policy; (3) supervisory personnel shall
ensure that service members participating in command authorized ceremonies, initiations and other
activities are treated with dignity and respect during tkegsats; and (4) reprisal actions against any
victim or witness of hazing incidents are strictly prohibited.

10
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Marine Corps

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #1: Prevention Messaging.On March 262018 the Marine Corps released
Marine Corp OrderNICO) 5354.1E “Marine CapsProhibited Activities and Condu(®PAC)

Prevention and Response Policyr his Order furthers the Marine Corps policy to preserve dignity and
promote respect for all Marines and other Armed Forces personnel, uniformed and chhkddrder

updates and aligns Marine Corps policy on prohibited activity and conduct involving harassment (to
include sexual harassment); unlawful discrimination and abuse (specifically, hazing, bullying, ostracism,
retaliation); wrongful distribution or broadcastiofjintimate images;rad, certain dissident and protes
activity (to include supremacist activity)The Order is a punitive lawful general order. The prohibitions
under the Order extend to conduct committed through electronic communications and stieighsne

well as in person through other means.

The Inspector General of the Marine Corps (IGMC) is responsible for ongssagsment of command
compliance with MCO 5354.1EThe IGMC utilizes the Functional Area Checklist prepared and
maintained by the dnctional Area Sponsor for ensuring compliance. To ensure appropriate evaluation
of commanelevel programsa subject matter expert is used to augment the inspection @ammnands
found noncompliant with checklist requirements are required to subguoti@ective action report to the
IGMC. Corrective Action reports are shared with the Functional Area Sponsors to ensure corrective
actions are appropriate.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #2: Data Collection, Tracking and Analysis. The Marine Corps uses a
restricted access repository called the Discrimination and Sexual Harassment (DASH) system to track
all complaintsof PAC from initial reporting untifinal command actionThe DASH system ensures
oversight of the PAC reporting ass the ServiceThe information reported in the DASH system is

used primarily to provide oversight of the PAC procdsss also used to provide statistical data for
congressional reports and to assist in identifying trends that may exist in thezatigaal climate of

the Marine CorpsDASH collects a number of personally identifiable information entries to meet
reporting requirements.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #3: Reporting Procedures With the release of MCO 5354. 1the Marine
Corps provides severalienues to report or initiate a complaint of PAhe individual filing the
complaint, or reporter, shall determine which avenue best suits their réeufglaints may be initiated
in writing or verbally. All such communications are considefeg) r e@d cerontunicationsThe
following are the available avenues of reporting hazing in the Marine Corps:

1 Chain of Command
1 Request Mast
1 Communications with the Equal Opportunity Advisor (EOAMiEO office

! Request Mast includes both the right of the member to personally talk@®ttreormally in person, and the requirement
that theCO consider the matter and personally respond to the member requesting mast. RedymswiMas a member the
opportunity to communicate not only with his or her immed&®e but also with any superi@O in the chain of command
up to and including the member's immediate Commanding General. Requeatddgsbvide<O with firsthand
knowledge of the morale and general welfare of the command.

11
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Communications with Command Equal Opportunity Representative

Inspector General of the Marine Corps Hotline

National Criminal Investigative Servia®EB & APP TIP LINE (anonymous reporting tool)
EO Advice Line (Phone Number844-818-1674)

= =4 =4 -4

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #4: Victim Assistance and Advocacy Options The Marine Corps is
committed to ensuring appropriate and responsive care and services for those Marines and Sailors
adversely impacted by PAQAIl complainants are advised of available victim sersidaring their

initial intake interview with the EOA.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #5: Timely Investigations. Per MCO 5354.1E commanders shall direct an
appropriate inquiry into all complaints alleging prima facie incidents of PAC, unless the complaint is
otherwisedismisseds frivolous, moot, or redundanthe Convening AuthorityCA) is responsible for
ensurirg a prompt, impartial, and thorough investigation of all accepted complaints allegingTh&C.
CA will convene an investigation within three duty days of receipt of a complaint by the commander.
commander may direct, puisut toRule for CourtsMartial (R.C.M.) 303, a criminal investigation into

a complaint of PAC independent of any administrative investigation, and regardless of dismissal of a
complaint. A commander will make every effort to investigate and resolve accepted complaints of
prohibited atvities and conduct, with the exception of sexual harassment complaints, within 30
calendar days after the date on which the investigation commenwestigation timelines for sexual
harassment are consistent with 10 U.S.C561 which mandates 14 dayThere is no established
timeline for investigations conducted under R.C.M. 303.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #6: Effective Hazing Prevention and Education ProgramsAll Marine
Corps personnel receive recurring standardized training that provides cleéqn aadgrstand
descriptions of PAC covered by MCO 5354.TIFHaining is specific to rank, position, and
responsibility.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #7: Accountability. According toMCO 5354.1E upon completion of all
administrative adjudication of thevestigation, commanders will appropriately document all

substantiated incidents of PAC in the subg@Qfficia Military Personnel File Commanders are

evaluated on their ability to set a command climate that ispeomissive of misconduct, to include

sexual assault, sexual harassment, harassment, hazing, discrimination, retaliation, extremist behaviors,
and social media/internet misconduétdditionally, reporting officials must comment on whether or not

a commander, if required, has conductedaygropriate command climate assessr{iEQA).

Air Force

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #1: Prevention Messaging.The Air Force hosted a workplace harassment
forum in December 2017 with participants fréme government, academic, ngmofit, and military
sectorsvho shared their experiences and expertise thélir Force and @D. This was a critical first
step to identifying evidenelkased and actionable recommendations for drastically reducing/eliminating
workplace harassment and creating healthy individtedsns, and organization$his forum is part of

12
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the Air Force’s initiative to establish and mai
other government organizations to collaborate on solutions to further the interpersonal-dmecsedf
violence primary prevention strategy through Integrated Product Teams.

The Air Force isalsodeveloping an Air Force Policy Directive and Instruction that will address
definitions and implementation and assign responsibility related to resilied¢keaprimary prevention

of interpersonal and seffirected violence such as workplace harassment, sexual harassment, hazing,
and bullying.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #2: Data Collection, Tracking and Analysis. The Air ForceEO
professional usess EO IT system (AF EONET) to process, track, and report on complaint trends.
System updates for tracking and processing hazing and bullying complaints usingfenmisare
currently underway. The Air Forcedesignated office of primary responsityilmaintains data on
harassment complaints, including anonymous reports.

The Secretary of the Air Force Inspector Generses the Automated Case Tracking System (ACTS) to
track, manage and report on all complaints received by AF 8psciallinterest Categories for
discrimination, sexual harassment, sexual assault, bullying, handgeprisal are currently in ACTS,
ensuring each complaint of harassment can be appropriately tracked and reported.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #3: Reporting Procedures When Airmen allege discriminatory
harassment (i.e., hazing, bull ying, reprisal (c
unless there is a nexus to sexual harassment), and retaliation), installation EO personnel offer Airmen
the optia of filing an InformalMEO Complaint or a FormayilEO Complaint. As outlined in Air Force
Instruction (AFI) 362706,“ Equal Opportunity Program Military and Civiligran Informal MEO
complaint is handled by the Airman’s commander
installationlevel EO office. Concise timeframes guide the MEO complaint process and follow up with

the Complainant and the chain of commanel built into the complaint processing protocol.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #4: Victim Assistance and Advocacy Options.Victim advocates deliver
services and assist victims in navigating and understanding the system. The responsibilities of an
advocate includ providing: crisis intervention, referrals, ongoing nonclinical support, and information
on available options and resources to assist in making informed decisions. Victim advocates may
accompany victims to medical, investigative, legal, and court pdotgewith permission.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #5: Timely Investigations. Currently, allegations involvingazingor

bullying are referred to commanders for action unless a Service membehgizsgor bullying

behavior to a discriminatory basis such as race, color, religion, sex (including gender identity), national
origin, or sexual orientation.

Effective February 201%1azingor bullying cases will fall under the auspices of BEfessionals.

When Airmen allege discriminatory harassment, installation EO personnel will offer Airmen the option
between filing an InformalIEO Complairt or a FormaMEO Complaint. EO Personnel will tilize the
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existing MEO formal complaint clarification processing procedures and timeframes as the same
methodology to process hazing and bullying allegations.

The timeframe for MEO Formal Complaints is 20 duty days which is more expedient compaeed to th
timeframes outlined in DoDI 1020.03. Equal Opportunity Instruc3ief706, is currently under

revision and new guidance regarding the processing and resolution of complaints of hazing and bullying
is beingadded.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #6: Effective Hazing Prevention and Education Programs.The Air

Force adapted evidenbtased training for the primary prevention of interpersonal andiselfted

violence that focuses on providing Airmen foundational understanding and skills for effective bystander
intervention and culture change across the spectrum of the forms of violdnisdraining is currently a

part of the Total Force annual trainirgvith the longterm goal of being one of multiple fronts in
maintaining and sustaining culture changddis isaccomplished bgnsuring Airmen at all accession
sources receive foundational bystander intervention training and that the Total Force receives booster
training as determined by their local Community Action Boards and Community Action Teams.
Bystandeiintervention and other evidenbased training will be part of the pending Air Force

Instruction that will address and assign responsibility related to resilience and the primary prevention of
interpersonal and setfirected violence

Air Force conductgraining on race, color, religion, sex (including gender identity), national origin,
sexual harassment, or sexual orientation on various levels through First Duty Station training,
Newcomers Orientation training, Basic Military Training, various leveRrofessional Military
Education and commander's call&dditionally, when requested by commanders, Sexual Harassment
Education and Training is available.

STRATEGIC ELEMENT #7: Accountability. AFI 36-2706requires ¢aders at all level® beheld
appropriately accountable for fostering a climate of inclusion within their organizations that supports
diversity, is free from harassment, and does not tolerate retaliation for reporting harassment allegations.

Prevention Efforts and Accomplishments

FY 2018 OUSD(P&R) Efforts and Accomplishments

Efforts

Mandatory Unit Command Climate AssessmensSurveys. The Departmenmandates unit

Commanders to condu@CA surveys within 120 days of assuming command, and annually thereafter.
Commandes use the results to evaluate the climatencludehazing behaviorswithin their

commands.The surveys also provide an opportunity for Service members to express their opinions
regarding the manner and extent to which their leaders respond toialiegdthazing and other

problematic behaviorsResults of the climate assessments conducted during the covered time period are
sent to the Commander’s superior officer.
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Tracking and Reporting. In addition to the abovassessment©DH collaboratesvith the Military
Servicesaspart ofan onrgoing processo improve thestandardization of common data elements for
consistent tracking and reporting of data to DAe intent is to identify trends, inform prevention and
response efforts, and complerhéme current comprehensive tracking and repodiaig warehouse

used to aggregatnd displayacross the Military Services.

Monitoring the Effectiveness of Hazing PoliciesThe Mi | it ary Departments’
responsible for monitoring the efftiveness of their hazing prevention and response poligiasual

reports on the number of hazing incidents and best practices are reported to OUSD(P&R) ennually
review and update policies and programs accordingly

DoD Standardized Data Collection ad Analysis Tool DoD istesting andevaluatinga data

warehouse to process and display problematic behaviors (hazing, bullying, and sexual harassment) at a
Military Service and aggregate level across the Department. DoD is in the process of ideantiflying
evaluating various input tools to select the best possible solution for future implementationdoD

A singular problematic behavior input tool will support data standardization, and will feed the data into
adata warehousir reporting and analys Pending employment of a Delide tool, through lessons
learned from data processing for the most recent reporting period, the data collection template will be
improved for the next reporting cycle.

Accomplishments

DoD Policy on Preventing and Responding to Incidents of Harassment in tlemed Forces The
Department’ ' s ef f aotefarge clintate fomiscanduot related taahazing, budlying,

sexual harassment, and other problemagitaviors continued ding this reporting period, and resulted

in the devel opment of DoDI 1020. 03, *“Hdoarrcaesss,nfe nt
issuedon February 8, 2018The policy identifies hazing, bullying, and sexbhalassment as fornod
harassmentlt egablishes a comprehensive, Delide harassment prevention and response program for
Service members, and makes it cliggat harassment will not be tolerated and that those who participate
will be swiftly dealtwith, as appropriate.

In addition, the polig updates harassment prevention and response protocols for $eswnixers;
procedures and requirements for reporting complaints of harassment, ineladmgnous complaints;
procedures for responding to, processing, resolving, trackimreporting coplaints; minimum data
required for standardized collection amdintenance; and training and education requirements and
standards.

Defense Equal Opportunity Reform Group (DEORG). To address outstanding policy issugepD
established and convened the DEOR@ct aghe governing body to overseeh e Mi | i t ary Se
DoDI 1020.03 policymplementation process, identify policy gap£i@ and related programs, and

provide recommendations for bridging those gaps.

DoD Hazing Prevention and Response Training for Leadersin FY 2016,DEOMI piloted online
hazing prevention training modules, which includes standardized learning objectives for the Military
15
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Departments, using the assessment results from theldXD611 Organizational Climate Survey

(DEOCS. The training clarifies the differences between hazing behaviors and other types of sanctioned
activities that might occur in the Military, such as rigorous training, as well as how hazing differs from
other types of alsse thacan occur, such as bullyingn FY 2018, DEOMI completed the pilot program

The Hazing Prevention and Response Training for Leaders training madliites fully implemented

in July2019.

DoD Standardized Daa Collection and Analysis Tool. DoD selected th&orce Risk Reductio(FR2)

data warehouse system as the current DoD tool to standardize data analysis, tracking, and reporting
across all Military DepartmentdAs a result, FR2 applications were expanded to include sexual
harassment, hazy, and bullying dataThrough lessons learned from data processing for the most
recent reporting period, the data collection template will be imprémethe next reporting cycleDoD

is exploring the use of FR2 system capabilities to include othbtgonatic behavior.

Military Services Hazing Prevention and Responsgfforts and Accomplishments

Army

Efforts

Command Climate Assessmengurveys The Army use€CA surveys and DEOCS rollgpo assess
perceptions of organizational effectivends®, equal employment opportunity, fair treatment, and
potential indicators of problematic behaviors

Hazing Tracking Databases.The Army uses three databases fromBReProgram, théG, and the
CID to track hazing and bullyingomplaints In addition, the Army is working on a reporting system
that will standardize data collection and tracking, improve reporting accuracy, and identify repeat
offenders and organizations.

Accomplishments

New Trust-Based Skill. In 2017, the Army Resiliency Directorate developed a-pastd skill called
“Engablregdge i s a designed to emphasize Sol diers
situation where someone needs help, including haZihgough this engagement, Soldiers and leaders

can change the trajectory or outcome of a situation and foster a culture of trust.

Army Leademlhe BGuimge publi shed a “Leader s’ Gui de
Resilience,”vwbBioh pfeaanAsmyg built on a “Cul tu
strength and confidence in their leaders and one another through proactive application of principles,
practices, and qualitiesIhe guide provides leaders with a host of risk factwesning signs, and

resources to recognize early indicators of hazing and bullying, and address any issur@suto tima

highest levels of unit and individual readiness.

16



2018 ANNUAL REPORTHAZING PREVENTIONAND RESPONSHN THE ARMED FORCES

ANot 1 n My SqguEhdAamy@anchedthédMS.in 2015 The purpose of thcampaign

is to demonstrate th8MA’ sommitment to professionalism from the squad level Tipe campaign
served to reinforce the Army’s commitment to er
NIMS empowers fistline leaders to take responsibility for their units by creating positive, healthy
command climates and addressing issues at the lowest level.

Navy

Efforts (Includes Marine Corps)

Command Resilience Team (CRT) and Command Climate Assessmenighe establishment of a

CRT allows commanders to better understand factors impacting command personnel. CRTs are
designed to provide the commander with information and insight into concerns of command personnel
in order to implement positive measureptomote weHlbeing and resilience. The CRT leverages the
CCA process to focus on tliaealti and organizational effectiveness of the commsuctimate. If

hazing is identified as an area of concern within a unit from perceptiothe DEOCS the CRT

leverages resources from DEOMNI Assessment to Solutichsvebsite to provide prevention strategies
and training to the unit.

Top-Down Leadership. Top-down leadership sets the tone in each command for supervisory personnel
to follow. If a Sailoror Marineis not being treated with dignity and respect, they are encouraged to
speak to theiCommand Managed Equal Opportunfi@EQO) Program Manager or Command Climate
Specialist (CCS).The CMEO program manager and CCS are alsoekgkd on the Plan tie Week

which is published for commanalide distribution.

Full Speed Ahead.In FY 2018, heNavy implemented Full Speed Ahe@5A) 2.0 Got Your Six

This Fleetwide trainingbuilds upon FY2017 FSAtraining The FSA FY2018 trainingmphasies

social media misconduct aeticourages all Sailors to take responsibility for their contributions to Navy
culture anccommit to themselves and each other.

Policy Enhancements.The Navy iscurrently revising OPNAVINS 5300.13, Navy Sexual
Harassment Prevention and Response Program Manual, to align with DoDI 10B@&@&sment
Prevention and Response in the Armed Fotc@his policyrevision will define harassment to include
discriminatoy harassment, sexual hanagsnt,hazing and bullying.

Tracking and Reporting. The NAVPERS 5354/2, Navy Equal Opportunity asctual harassment

report form is currently utilized to intake reports of discriminatory harasssental harassmerand
discrimination. The form will berevised tanclude fields forreports of hazing and bullyingChis will

ensure standardization in the way in which commands are engaging and responding to allegations of
both hazing and bullyingT he Navy'’' s ef forts to t rdiagcréportngmd enco
anonymouslyinclude

1 The Navy reports and tracks alleged incidents of hazing and bullying via OPREE&8g and
bullying are reported to tHeNO biannually via théHealth of the Force reporiThe reporis
also provided to all subordinate commanders biannu8IECNAVINST 5370.7D} Military
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Whistleblower Protectioh,outlines that Service membesisall be free to make a protected
communication to a member of Congrd€x; or a member of a BD audit, inpection,
investigation, or lavenforcement organization.

T Anonymous reporting can beboxdhd BavytSexuad ugh t he
Harassment and Equal Opportunity advice loré\avy IG.

Accomplishments

The Command Leadership TRIAD. Navy leadershigCO/XO/CMC) has awareness commane

wide ceremoniesCeremonies and events that take place in the life of the command are discussed at
XO-led Planning Board for Trainingrhese events have a command instruction, which provides
guidance and details the event that is taking place from start to finish.

Marine Corps

Accomplishments

In March 2018,he Marine Corps publishedCO 5354.1E* Mar i ne Cor ps Prohi bi t ¢
Conduct Policy (PAC) Prevention an@ R p o n s e ThsdOrderaipdatés, consolidates, and aligns
existing policy prohibiting harassment (to include sexual harassment), unlawful discrimination, abuse
(hazing, bullying, ostracism, retaliation, wrongful distribution or broadcasting of intimate images), and
celtain dissident and protest activities (to include supremacist actiGtyljectively, these behaviors

wi || be referretdi tiot ilass “pmae he ondeadt a or “PAC” w

The Order reaffirms t he Mmingamcuwture®bdigpitg, respecbamini t me n
trust, in which all members of the organization are affoiE®do achieve their full potential based
solely upon individual merit, ability, intellect and fitness.

The Order addresses training amdi@ation, support for victims, and tightens accountability; violation of
the Order may result in punitive acti¢frticle 92 of theUniform Code of Military Justice
Commandersre responsible for coordinating with th8taff Judge AdvocatendEOAsto implement

this policy.

The Marine Corps also established the Equal Opportunity Hotlinealadhoratedvith the Naval
Criminal Investigation Servic® use their tip line to afford Marines and Sailors an avenue of
anonymous reporting.

Accomplishments alsimclude:

1 Modified initial incident reportingimelines forcommaners to assess and repprohibited
activities and conduct complaints

1 Clarified theDoD requirement to report all allegations of harassment

1 Clarified the use of duty and calendar days for specific timelines throughout the Order.
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1 Added definitions to the glossary.
1 AddedInformal Resolutioras a means to resolve interpersonal conflicts at the lowest
appropriate level.

Air Force

Efforts

The Air Force Sexual Communication and Consent ProjectThiswill provide Basic Military

Trainees with tailored prevention interventions that include a focus on preventing hazing and bullying as
forms of sexual assauli feasibility study for this tablebased initiativevasconducted in 2018, and

will scale up to all trainees in 2019.

Accomplishments

Implementation of a Bystander Intervention Program. The Air Force continued its use itd

evidencebased bystander intervention prograncr een Dot ” t o decrease i nt ¢
the Service.GreenDot trainingis designed to give Airmen and their leaders the skills they need to

make a difference in preventing and reducing pelva=ed interpersonal violence, which includes sexual
violence, domestic violence, dating violence, stalking, hazing, and bullyinge “ Gr een Dot ”
invited all Airmen,as well adDoD employees, to make preventing hazing and other problematic

behavior griority and o find solutions that decreaspisodes of violence.

VIII. Methodology for Data Collection, Processing and Analysis

The Military Services provided FY 2018 hazing data from complaints reported between October 1, 2017
and September 30, 2018 in aogance with th®oD HazingData Collection Template

The 2017 Hazing Prevention and Response in the Armed Force Report included data from April 26,
2016 through September 30, 2017 (approximately 17 months), in which 415 total complaints were
reported by the Military Services. Of those 415 hazing compl&@f&ywere from the Xihonth FY

2017 period. In order to provide a comparisoféfhazing data between FY 2017 and FY 2018, this
report includes a breakout of FY 2017 complairithe FY 2017 data is used as a general baseline/point
of referene to compare fidings from FY 2018 informatiowhen such comparison is feasible and valid.

For each hazing complaint, the Data Collection Template requested both quantitative and qualitative
(narrative) information about the complaint and the involvedpiainants and alleged offenders. The

data received was reviewed for accuracy, and conformed when necessary to standardize the information
across the Military Departments faggregation The data was processed and aggregated at three levels:
by complant, alleged offender(s), and complainant(s).

As part of this process, the narratives were reviewed to ensure the integrity of the quantitative data
provided. Quantitative fields were compared to ensure internal consistency. Questions about data
strucure and content were sent to the Military Services, noting any changes required to achieve
standardized, valid data within and across DoD. Updates to submitted data were made only with
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approval from the Military Service.

In general, comparison of onlyd#Y's of data sets is not enoutghestablish a trend over time.
Continued data collection and analysis will be required to establish trends over time.

OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS
Definitions for terms used in this report are provided below.

Complaint— A report of alleged hazing behavior by at least one complaindat (way or may not be
anonymous) against at least one alleged offender who engaged in at least one instance of the problemati
behavior. Note, the Navy had one complaint witreoabmplainant that falls outside of this definition.

If the same alleged offeler(s) and complainant(s) were involved in multiple hazing instances, in

general, the complaint was only counted once.

Complainant- A Service member who submits allegation of hazing
Substantiated complairtA complaint in which at least one complaint against one of the alleged

offenders in the complaint was substantiated. Note that it is possible for a complaint to have multiple
alleged offenders involved, amdl alleged offenders may not necessarily be substantiated.

Unsubstantiated complairtA complaint in which all of the complaints against all alleged offenders
were found to be unsubstantiated.

Pending complaint A complaint in which none of the olaints against any of the alleged offenders
are substantiated and at least one compéjainst any of the alleged offenders is still pending a finding
of investigation.

Dismissed / Inconclusive complaitA complaint in which there was insufficiemtformation to pursue
an investigation. Note that this wWalZDawa new vVal
Collection Template and is not yet used consistently across Military Departments.

Anonymous complaint Complaint received by @O or supervisor, regardless of the means of
transmission, from an unknown or unidentified source, alleging harassment. The individual is not
required to divulge any personally identifiable information

Substantiated offenderAn allegedoffender confirmed as an offender for their role in a hazing
complaint based on the investigation findings

Repeat offender An alleged offender or substantiated offender who has been substantiated for a prior
problematic behaviozomplaint.

Unknown— Term used for the purposes of this report to describe any missing information that was not
included in the data received from the Military Services. This term primarily refers to data reported by
the Military Services as unknown because the data isofiected or because it did not become

available through the course of the investigation.
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IX. DoD Hazing Data Analysis Summar

Disposition of Hazing Complaints

In FY 2018, the Military Services reported12€@mplaintsof hazing, compared to 29eported
comgaints in FY 201#epresenting &.7 percent decreaséf the 29 complaints receivedb.1
percent (n=1R) of the complaints were substantiated, compared to 45.5 percent of the complaints
(n=136) in FY2017, representing a Zxercent decrease.

The Army did not report any substantiated hazing complaints in FY B@4.8\ir Force reported one
(1.0 percent)and the Navy data contributed M§percent) of the substantiated complaints. The
Marine Corps reported 91 of theZl€ubstantiated complats 89.2 percent).

Figure 1. Percentage Change in Disposition of Hazing Complaints by Military Service

Military Total Substantiated Unsubstantiated Pending Inconslbi\éiglajimissed/
Semvice | evo017 FY2018% ChangbeY2011 FY2018 % ChangbFY2017 FY201§ % ChangpFY2017 FY2018% ChangsFY2017 FY2018 % Change]
Army 34 13 -61.89 12 0| -100.09 12 1| -91.79 10 7| -30.09 0 5| Undefined
Marine Corpd 233  256| 999 109 91| -16.59 98| 63| -35.79 26| 99| 280.89 0 3| Undefined
Navy 200 17| -15.09 13] 10| -23.19 5 3| -40.09 2 4| 100.09 0 0 N/A
Air Force 12 5 -58.39 2 1| -50.09 6 4| -33.39 1 0| -100.09 3 0| -100.09
TOTAL 200| 201] -2704 136] 102] -25004 121] 71| -41.39 39| 110 182.19 3 8| 166.79

The disposition of the 29FY 2018 complaints is as follows:

1 Substantiated35.1 percent (n=18)

1 Unsubstantiated24 4 percent (n=71)

1 Pending: 378 percent (n=110)

1 Inconclusive/Dismissed/Unknowr2.7 percent (n=8)
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Figure 2. Disposition of Hazing Complaints by Military Service

FY 2018: DISPOSITION OF COMPLAINTS
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The majority of complainants and offenders were enlisted Semé@mbers of the active component.
Approximately 81 percent of offenders were pay grades E3, E4, or E5 and approximately 84 percent of
complainants were pay grades E2 to E3.

Slightly more than half of substantiated offenders received more than oeetiveror disciplinary
action. Regardless of the number of corrective or disciplinary actions received, the most common
corrective or disciplinary actions administered were-pugiicial punishments (NJP), including
reduction in grade, restriction, forfere of pay, and/or extra duty. Administrative actions, specifically
letters of reprimand, were also common

Complainant Characteristics

There were 18 complainants associated with the2Hubstantiated incident®\pproximately 98
percentof thecomplainats were enlisteth=156) with three having unknown paygradds all
substantiatedomplaints for which gender and pay grade were reported,ahthst 156complainants
were male (n=18& 94.8 percent).The largest single grouping of complainantdbbyh gender and pay
grade was men in pay grades E# (n=144; 92.3 percent).The 159 complainantsylgradeare as
follows:

E1-E4 (n=12; 95.6percent)

E5-E6 (n=4; 25 percent)

Unknown pay grade (n=3; 1.9 percent)

There were no complainants in any of thther pay grades

E E

Nature of Substantiated Complaints

Substantiated complaints may involve multipllegations of hazing behavioA total of 13 types of
allegations were reported for the2lfubstantiated hazing complaintBhe most frequently rep@d
allegations invaled physical contact (n8774.5perceniof substantiated complaintsThe remaining
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hazing behaviors reported consistéderbal (n=4342.2percent), nofverbal (n=109.8 percent),
psychological (n=65.9 percent) and written (n=2.0 percent).

Offender Characteristicsfor Substantiated Complaints

There were 1Bsubstantiatedffenderswithin the 102 substantiated complaints. Enlisted men (n%418
94 9 percent) represent the largest grouping of offend8eventyfour percent of all identified
offenders were in pay grades-E# (n=14), of which 97.9 percent (n=Bf}were male.Male
commissioned officers represend percent (n=2) of all offenders. The7l8ffenders for DoD
included:

E1-E4 (n=14; 74.1 percent)
E5-E6 (n=4; 218 percent)
E7-E9 (n=6; 3.0 percent)
01-03 (n=2; 10 percent)

EE EE ]

Analysis of Hazing Complaints by Military Service

Army

Disposition of Hazing Complaints

The Army received 13 hazing complaints during FY 2018. At the close oéploeting period, none of

the complaints were substantiated, one complaint (7.7 percent) was unsubstantiated, and four complaints
(30.8 percent) were dismissed or found inconclusive for not containing enough information to

investigate and the dispositiéor one complaint (7.7 percent) was unknown. Seven complaints (53.8
percent) remained open and pending resolution at the close of FY 2018.

From FY 2017 to FY 2018, there was a 61.8 percent decrease in hazing incidents reported in the Army,
see Figure ®elow.

Figure 3. Army FY 2017 and FY2018: Disposition of Hazing Complaints

ARMY FY2017: DISPOSITION ARMY FY2018: DISPOSITION
OF HAZING COMPLAINTS OF HAZING COMPLAINTS
n=34 n=13 Unknown

Finding
1,7.7%

Dismissed
/Inconclusive
4,31%

Substantiated
0,0.0%

Unsubstantiated
1,7.7%
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Navy

Disposition of Hazing Complaint

The Navy received 17 hazing complaints duringZod8. Of the 17 complaints, 10 (58.8 percent) were
substantiated, 3 (17.6 percent) were unsubstantiated, and 4 (23.5 percent) remained open and pending
resolution at the close of they.

From FY 2017 to FY 2018, the overall numlbéhazing omplaints in the Navy decreased by 15.0
percent, see Figure 4 below.

Figure 4. Navy FY 2017 and FY2018: Disposition of Hazing Complaints

NAVY FY2017: DISPOSITION NAVY FY2018: DISPOSITION
OF HAZING COMPLAINTS OF HAZING COMPLAINTS
n=20 n=17

in

%

g
'ted

Complainant Characteristics for Substantiated Complaints

ntiated
.6%

Age, Gender, and Pay Grade

In FY 2018, there were 10 substantiated complaints involving 12 complaihts the complainants
were aged 18 to 22, except for one complainant whose age was unknown. There was one female
complainant (8.3 percent) in pay gradeEA The largest single grouping of complainants by both
gender and pay grade was men in pay gr&deE4 (n=9; 75.0 percent). The remaining two (16.7
percentymalecomplainants were in pay grades-ES.

Race, Ethnicity, and Religion

All but one complainant was white (n=11; 91.7 percent), the other was black (n=1; 8.3 percent).
Hispanic ethnicity \as reported as unknown for all complainants.
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Regarding religion, two (16.7 percent) were reported as Christian, one (8.3 percent) was not associated
with any religion, and the rest were reported as unknown (n=9; 75.0 percent).

Nature of Substantiated Complaints

When examining each type of hazing behavior, there were a total of 20 types of natures of incident(s)
reported for the 10 substantiated complaints. Seventy percent (7 of 10) of complaints involved a
combination of two or three types of hazimghavior Four of thel0 complaints reported in FY 2018
involved electronic communication and none involved social media. Figure 5 provides an illustration of
thebreakdown of the 28ature ofallegations fothe 10 substantiatesbmplains.

Figure5. Navy FY 2018: Nature of Hazing Behaviorin SubstantiatedComplaints

NUMBER OF COMPLAINTS INVOLVING EACH TYPE OF
HAZING BEHAVIOR
n=10 Complaints with 20 Natures of Hazing Behavior

6; 60.0%
. 1:10.0% 2;20.0%

Physical Verbal Psychological Nonverbal Written

o N b~ OO
1

Note: One @mplaint may involve more than one nature of hazing behavioe. count reflects the
occurrence of each type of behavioumerator), with the number of complaints (n=10) as the denominator
to calculate the percent complaintsinvolving each type of behavior.

Offender Characteristicsfor Substantiated Complaints

Age, Gender, and Pay Grade

In FY 2018, a total of 19 offenders were repoitedubstantiatedomplaintsfor engaging in hazing
behavior within the 10 substantiated complaiftee majority ofthe substantiated offenders were aged
1825 (n=11; 57.9 percent), with 21.1 percent (nagg¢d 2635, 5.3 percent (n=1) aged-36, 5.3

percent (n=1) aged 486, and 10.5 percent (n=2) unknown.

Of the 19 offenders, almost all were male (n=18; 94.7 percemg offender was female (n=1; 5.3
percent). The largest single grouping of complaiteby both gender and pay grade was males in pay
grades E1E4 (n=8; 42.1 percent) followed by males in gasgdes ESE6 (n=7; 36.8 percent).
Offenders osubstantiatetiazing incidents by grade:

1 EI1-E4 (n=9; 47.4 percent)
1 E5EG6 (n=7; 38.9 percent)
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1 E7-E9(n=2; 11.1 percent)
1 0103 (n=1; 5.3 percent)

Of the 24 offendecomplainant relationships, the majordggcurred in same gender relationships:

1 SameGender Relationshiim=22, 91.7 percent)
o Male Offender, Male Complainant (n=21; 87.5 percent)
o0 Female Offendr, Female Complainant (n=1; 4.2 percent)
1 Different Gender Relationshijm=2; 8.3 percent)
o Male Offender, Female Complainant (n=1; 4.2 percent)
o Female Offender, Male Complainant (n=1; 4.2 percent

Race, Ethnicity, and Religion
Hispanic ethnicity was priarily unknown (n=14; 73.7 percent). Of the 19 offend@msere white

(47.4 percent), 8 were bla¢k2.1 percentyvith 5 blacks identified as neHispanic (20.8 percerf
total), and the race/ethnicity for the remaining two were unknown (8.3 percent).

Regarding religion, 31.6 percent (n=6) were reported as Christian, three (15.9 percent) were not
associated with any religion, one of “other” re
reported as unknown.

Duty Status and Working Relationship for Substantiated Complaints

The majority of the 19 offenders (n=15, 78.9 percent) were orbjubynwhen engaging in hazing
behavior. Another 10.5 percent (n=2) were both on anduiif, and 10.5 percent (n=2) were reported
to be only offduty. Almost all offenders were Active Component (n=17; 89.5 percent). Two male
offenders were reported from the Reserve Component (n=2; 10.5 percent).

The substantiated complaints included 24 offeratgnplainant relationships and 1 with no relationship

The number of offenderomplainant relationships is more than the number of offenders because of the
many relationships between multiple offenders a
to the complainant was reported as follows:

Military co-worker (n=16; 66.7 percent)

Military person of a higher rank not in the chain of command (n=5; 20.8 percent)
Unknown (n=2; 8.3 percent)

Military chain of command (n=1; 4.2 percent)

= =4 =4 -4

Disciplinary Actions Administered for Substantiated Complaints

During FY 2018, 16 of the 19 offenders (84.2 percent) received 43 disciplinary actioles
disciplinary actions were pending for three offendéserall, 81.3 percent of offenders received at
least oneNJP, while five (11.6percen) received at leagstne administrative actionlhree of the 16
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offenders (18.8 percent) received only one corrective active, an administrative action such as letter of
reprimand, letter of admonishment, or letter of counseling. Eleven of the 16 offenders received more
thanone disciplinary action as a result of NJP. Two offenders received NJP and an administrative
discharge. The 43 disciplinary actions administered to the 16 offenders is as shown in,Figpiréhé
percentage of disciplinary action by offender in Figlire

Figure 6. Navy FY 2018: Disciplinary Actions Administered

FY 2018 DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS ADMINISTERED

Extra Duty

Figure 7. Navy FY 2018: Percentage of Disciplinary Actions by Offender
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Note: One offender may receive more than one disciplinary acfitve. count reflects the occurrence of each type
of disciplinary action (numerator), with the number of offenders receiving a disciplinary action (n=16) as the
denominator to calculate the pertehdisciplinary actions by offender.
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Repeat Offendersfor SubstantiatedComplaints

Nine of the B offenders (47.3 percent) were fitgne offenders. It was unknown whether the
remaining 10 offenders (52.6 percent) were repeat offenders.

Marine Corps

Disposition of Hazing Complaint

The Marine Corps received 256 hazing complaints during FY 2018. Of the 256 complaints, 91 (35.5
percent) were substantiated, 63 (24.6 percent) were unsubstantiated, 3 (1.2 percent) were dismissed
inconclusive, and®(38.7 percent) remained open and pending resolution at the closd=uf. the

Complaint reporting for the Marine Corps increased by approximately 10 percent in FY 2018, compared
to 233 complaints reported in FY 2017, see Figure 7 below. rithease in complaints across F¥'s
indicative of the importance that the Marine Corps @acereporting hazing behavior and the
consequences for substantiated offenders.

Figure 8. Marine Corps FY 2017 and FY 2018:Disposition of Hazing Complaints

MARINE CORPS FY 2017: MARINE CORPS FY 2018:
DISPOSITION OF HAZING DISPOSITION OF HAZING
COMPLAINTS COMPLAINTS
n=233 n=256

Unsubstal
42. ted
(1]

ntiated

un
5%
\ Dismissed/
inconclusive,

1.2%
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26,11.2%

Complainant Characteristicsfor Substantiated Complaints

Age, Gender, and Pay Grade

In FY 2018, there were 146 complainants associated wit@ltkabstantiated hazing complaints. Three
of the complaints (3.3 percent) were initially made anonymously, and the complainant information
remains unknown for one complainant. Most complainants were ag@f®l (t8-136; 93.2 percent), with
4.1 percent (n=6)eported to be 285, and 2.7 percent (n=4) of unknown age, including two
anonymous complainants.
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The largest single grouping of complainants were males in pay grade$ @+134; 91.8 percent),
with two (1.4 percent) in pay grades-EB. Seven complaants (4.8 percent) were females in pay
grades EAE4. The pay grade for three (2.1 percent), including an anonymous complainant, was
unknown:

1 EI1-E4 (n=141; 96.6 percent)
1 ES5EG6 (n=2; 1.4 percent)
1 Unknown pay grade (n=3; 2.1 percent)

Race, Ethnicity, andReligion

In FY 2018,the majority of complainants were white (n=123; 84.2 percent), with nine blacks (6.2
percent), five Asians (3.4 percerit)ree Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Island@4 percent), and
one American Indian or Alaska Native (0.7#gnt); 3.4 (n=5) of complainants had unknown race,
including two anonymous complainantsheTmajority of complainants were nétispanic (n=118; 80.8
percent), with 15.8 percent (n=23) Hispanic [including 22 whites and 1 black]; 3.4 percent (n=5) of
comphinants had unknown Hispanic ethnicity, including two anonymous complainants.

The majority of FY2018 complainants were Christian (n=87; 59.6 percent), with 34.9 percent (n=51)
not associated with any religion. The remainder were reportedas Jewishl; 0. 7 percent
religion not listed (n=2; 1.4 percent), and unknown religion (n=5; 3.4 percent), including two
anonymous complainants.

Nature of SubstantiatedComplaints

When examining each type of hazing behavior, there were a total of tLtésnaf incidents in the 91
substantiated F'2018 complaints. The majority of tkaebstantiated complainitsvolved physical
contact (n=7076.9percent). Verbal hazing made 4.7 percent (n=37) of theomplaints Non

verbal hazing was least commamesent in only nine substantiated complaifit8 gercent). None of
the substantiated complaints were reported to involve social mediacworie communication. Figure
9 illustratesthe nature ohazing behavior(s) withirach substantiatembmplaint
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Figure 9. Marine Corps FY 2018: Nature of Hazing Behaviorin Substantiated Complains

NUMBER OF COMPLAINTS INVOLVING EACH TYPE OF
HAZING BEHAVIOR
n=91 Complants with 116 Nature of Hazing Behaviors
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Note: One complaint may involve more than one nature of hazing behamiercount reflects the
occurrence of each type of behavipumerator), wit the number of complaints (n=04s the
denominator to calculate the percent of complaints involving each type of behavior.

Offender Characteristics for Substantiated Complaints

Age, Gender, and Pay Grade

In FY 2018, a total of 174ffenders were reportad substantiatedomplaintsfor engaging in hazing

behavior within the 91 substantiated complaints. The majority of the complaints involved more than one
substantiated offender (n=53; 58.2 percent), with up to 22 offemiene cmplaint. The majority of

the offenders were aged-28 (n=149; 85.6 percent), with 13.2 percent (n=23) reported to-B88,28d

1.1 percent (n=2) aged 3.

Almost all the substantiated offenders were male (n=160;@8cent). Seven of the 174 offender® (4
percent) were femal€eThe largest single grouping of complainants by both gender and pdg @as
males in pay grades E24 (n=143; 82.2 percentDffenders of hazing incidents by grade:

E1-E4 (n=136; 78.2 peent)
E5-E6 (n=34; 19.5 percent)
E7-E9 (n=3; 1.7 percent)
01-03 (n=1; 0.6percent)

= =4 =4 -4

Of the 351 offendecomplainant relationships, the majordgcurred in same gender relationships:

1 Same Gender Relationship=330, 94.0 percent):
o Male Offender, Mal&Complainant (n=328; 93.4 percent)
o Female Offender, Female Complainant (n=2; 0.6 percent)
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1 Different Gender Relationshijm=16, 4.6 percent):
o0 Male Offender, Female Complainant (n=10; 2.8 percent)
o Female Offender, Male Complainant (n=6; 1.7 percent)
1 Unknown Gender Relationshi(n=5, 1.4 percent):
o Female offender, Unknown complainant (n=2; 0.6 percent)
o0 Male offender, Unknown complainant (n=3; 0.8 percent)

Race, Ethnicity, and Religion

Of the reported race and ethnicity for the 174 offenders, the majority of the 174 offendenghitere
(n=132; 75.8 percent) and 17.8 percent (n=31) wkxek. The rest were reported as Asian (n=6; 3.4
percent), American Indian or Alaska Native (n=2; detcent), Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific

Islander (n=1; 0.6 percent), muiticial (n=1; 0.6 percent), or unknown (n=1; 0.6 percent). The majority
of offenders were nehlispanic (n=135; 77.6 percgntvith 20.1 percent (n=35) Hispanic [including 34
white and 1blacK; 2.3 percent (n=4) of offenders had unknown Hispanic ethnicity

Regarding religion, the majority of offenders were Christian (n=118; 67.8 percent), with 28.7 percent
(n=50) not associated with any religioThe remainder were reportedisiam (n=2; 1.1 percent),
unknown religion (n=2; 1.1 percent), Buddhi sm
0.6 percent).

Duty Status and Working Relationshipfor Substantiated Complaints

All except one offender were atuty (n=17399.4 percent) when engaging in hazing behavior; the one
exception was oftluty at the time of the hazing (n=1; 0.6 percent). Twelve offenders were reported as
deployed (6.9 percent), one on leave (n=1; 0.6 percent), and one on TDY (n=1; 0.6 pericerinat t

of the hazing incident(s)The majority of offenders were Active Component (n=165; 94.8 percent), nine
male offenders were reported from the Reserve Component (5.2 percent).

There were 351 offendeomplainant relationships reported. This numbenore than the number of
offenders because it counts the many relationships that one offender can have with multiple

compl ainant s. The offender’s relationship to
1 Military coworker (n=156; 44.$¢ercent)
1 Military chain of command (higher rank) (n=123; 35.0 percent)
1 Military person of higher rank who was not in the chain of command (n=33; 9.4 percent)
1 Unknown (n=39; 11.1 percent)

Disciplinary Actions Administered for Substantiated Complaints

During FY 2018the 174 offenders received a total of 365 disciplinary actiitis no substantiated
offender pading disciplinary action at the end of th¥. Forty-eight percent (n=84) of offenders
received one disciplinary action, and 51efgent (n=90) of the offenders received more than one
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disciplinary action. The majority of offenders received at least one administrative action (n=109; 62.6
percen). Forty percent (n=70) received at least bid®. Seventeenffenders received disciplinary

action as a result of Court Martials, primarily from Special CeMisital (n=11; 6.3percen}, with five

from Summary CourtMarital (2.9percen} and one from General Cowt4arital (0.6percen). Figure

10 illustrateghe corrective actions by type, and Figure 11 breaks o@8heorrective actions by the

174 offenders receiving discipé.
Figure 10. Marine Corps FY2018: Disciplinary Actions Administered

FY 2018 DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS ADMINISTERED
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Figure 11. Marine Corps FY 2018 Percentage of Disciplinary Actions by Offender
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Note: One offender may receive more than one disciplinary acfitve. count reflects the occurrence of each tyfpe
disciplinary action (numerator), withe number of offenders receiving a disciplinary action (n=16) adeheminator to
calculate the percent of disciplinary actions by offender.

Repeat Offendersfor Substantiated Complaints

Seven of the substantiated offenders (4.0 percent) had a prior substgmbatechatic behaviooffense
and were reported as repeat offenders.

Air Force

Disposition of Hazing Complaint

In FY 2018, the Air Force reportéive hazing complaints involvingight alleged offenders arfive
complainants.One complaint was substantiated and the remaioungcomplaints were
unsubstantiated. Three of the faumsubstantiatedomplaints (75.0 percent) originated from an
anonymous source.
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In FY 2017, theAir Force reportedwo substantiated complaints, six unsubstantiated complaints, three
dismissed / inconclusive complaints, and one pending compkiam FY 2017 to FY 2018,
substantiated complaints decreased by half, winigeilostantiated complaintecreased by 33&rcent

The onesubstantiated complaint involvéolur substantiated offenders and one complainant. The nature
of hazing behavioinvolved physicalcontact The incident occurred on a CONUS military installation
between military caworkers while the offenders and complainant were off duty. All four offenders
were enlisted noilispanic males ranging in age from 24 to 36. Three of the four were white and one
was black. All four offenders received NJP punishment(s). Three of theffenders received

reduction in pay grade as well as forfeiture of pay, whereas one offender reeeivetion in pay grade
only. The complainant was a-3@arold enlisted nofHispanic white maleFrom FY 2017 to FY

2018, there was a 58.3 percent deseda hazing incidents reported in the Air Force,Kigarel2

below.

Figure 12. Air Force FY 2017 and FY2018: Disposition of Hazing Complaints
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XI. Way Forward

The Departmenstrives to fortify efforts to prevent and respond to incidents of hazing across the Armed
Forces anaontinues to build on its efforts to promote an environment free from personal, social, or
institutional barriers that prevent members of the DoD workftyara rising to the highest possible

level of responsibilities commensurate with their abilities

Oversight Framework Enhancements

In line with efforts to cultivate greater leadership commitmtra Department endeavoredetthance

oversight frameworkhroughDoDI 1020.03which mandates that commanders and supervisors be held
appropriately accountable for the impartial, timely, and responsive processing of harassment complaints.
Theinstructionalsoprovides procedures and mechanisms for ensuring victiogsve adequate care

and support.
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Training and Education

Understanding that the Secretaries of the Military Departments have ultimate responsibility for training,
the Dgpartment continues to examine tficacy ofhazingpreventiorand response trainingdoDI

1020.03 mandates the provision of DoD guidance on oversight, training, and mechanisms for reporting
and respondintp hazingincidents in the Armed Forces. Themprehensiveolicy provides guidance

on harassmenprevention and responsehich indudesrelatedproblematic behaviors such as sexual
harassmentiazing bullying, and retaliation The policyalso requires that harassment prevention and
response training and education progrémestablished at all levels of professional military

develpment from accession to the assumption of senior leader gratiitioAally, the policy

delineates specifiequirements that the Militargervices includén theirharassment prevention and
response training and education programs.

Standardized Data Cdlection and Tracking

DoDI 1020.03 mandates establishment of standardized DoD Component data reporting requirements for
harassment complaints and information collection eatking, including approval @utormated data

collection interface systems. Refiog requirements include an aggregation and assessment of the
information and data provided by the Military Departments, information regarding DoD efforts to

improve harassment prevention and response policiegranddures, and recommendations to
strenghenharassment prevention and response efémtsinitiatives.

Improved preventio and response policiggaired with more robust analysissafbstantiated and
unsubstantiated allegati®mat the Servicevel, will provide further granularity on potential causss
problematic behaviorsuch as hazingAdditionally, furtheranalysis willprovide valuable insight that is
critical to the effective and active monitoring of command and organizational clin@@o@sinuous data
collection, tracking, and analysis helps to better inform commandeteaatats at all levels, equipping
them with moreoolsto increase leadership oversigimdaccountability.

DoDI 1020.03 Compliance

While understanding that issuance of DoDI 1020.08 avaritical step in the right direction, the
OUSD(P&R) also acknowledged more must be done. Subsequent to issuance of DoDI 1020.03, the
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness direcg&attbtariesf Military Department

to provide a plan to implemeimoDI 1020.03. Theimplementation plasinclude, at a minimum,

actions and milestones to incorporate applicable requirementylilitery Servicespecific
implemenationinstructions. As directedoy OUSD(P&R) each Military Sevice submitted

implementation plans 2018 ODEI is currentlyconducting a fublscaleassessment of the
implementation plans to ensure compliance with DoDI 1020.03.
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Summary

Hazing undercuts h e D e p affortsrnoecredte’ asd maintain environmegnsunded in the highest
levels of dignity and respectn all we do, we strive to maintain the highest level of decoramd to
create and maintain an environment in which every member of the Depatansatvewithout fear of
hazing or other forms amisconduct.Incidents of hazing erode mission readinesslermingthe
characteof the Department, and will not belerated

DoD encourages reportinmncluding anonymous reportingf harassing behavioesdprovides
effective and compassionate sopgfor individuals who report hazingvhile holding offenders
appropriatelyaccountable.The actions described in this report demonstrate’ Ds@adfast
commitment to ensurg consistent implementation of atfitazing policies as the Department strives t
detect, prevent, deteagddresand eliminate hazing across the Armed Farces

The Departmentecognizeshere is more to be done acohtinues to see&nd incorporatémproved
methods for prevention of and responsprieventincidents of hazingcrosgshe Armed Forces
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XIlI.
Service

FY 2018DoD Hazing Summary Charts byDoD and Military

Total Substantiated Complaints

A. TOTAL NUMBER OF FY 2018 HAZING COMPLAINTS
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps
Total Complaints 291 13 17* 256 ‘ 5
Substantiated 102 (35.1%) 0(0.0%) | 10 (58.8%)| 91 (35.5%)| 1 (20.0%)
Unsubstantiated 71 (244%) | 1(7.7%) | 3 (17.6%) | 63 (24.6%)| 4 (80.0%)
Pending 110 (378%)| 7 (53.8%) | 4 (23.5%) | 99 (38.7%)| 0 (0.0%)
Inconclusive 7(2.4%) | 4 (30.8%)| 0(0.0%) | 3(1.2%) | 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 1(0.3%) | 1(7.7%) | 0(0.0%) 0 (0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
B. NOTIFICATIONS TO CONVENING AUTHORITY IN FY 2018 SUBSTANTIATED
COMPLAINTS
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps

Total Complainants

Within 3 duty days 79 (77.5%) | 0(0.0%) | 9 (90.0%) | 70 (76.9%)| 0 (0.0%)
More than 3 duty days 1(1.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) [ 1(1.1%) | 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 22 (21.6%) | 0(0.0%) | 1 (10.0%) | 20 (22.0%)| 1 (100.0%)
*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
C.DUTY STATUS OF COMPLAINANTS ASSOCIATED WITH FY 2018
SUBSTANTIATED OFFENDERS
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps

On-Duty (i.e., during duty hours]152 (%.6%)| 0 (0.0%) | 7 (58.3%) |145 (99.3%]| 0 (0.0%)
Off-Duty 3(19%) | 0(0.0%) | 2(16.7%)| 0 (0.0%) | 1(100.0%)
Both On and OftDuty 3(1.9%) | 0(0.0%) | 3(25.0%)| 0(0.0) 0 (0.0%)
Unknown/Missing 1 (0.6%) 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 1(0.7%) 0 (0.0%)

37



2018 ANNUAL REPORTHAZING PREVENTIONAND RESPONSHN THE ARMED FORCES

D. DUTY STATUS OF FY 2018 SUBSTANTIATED OFFENDERS

Service/Component

Total Substantiated Offenders

DoD

Army

Navy

Marine
Corps

Air Force

On-Duty (i.e., during duty hours] 188 (%.4%)| 0 (0.0%) | 15 (78.9%)|173 (99.4%| 0 (0.0%)
Off-Duty 7(3.6%) | 0(0.0%) | 2(10.5%)| 1 (0.6%) | 4(100.0%)
Both On- and OffDuty 2(1.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 2(10.5%)| 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)

*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

E. TOTAL NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS

FOR FY 2018

TYPES IN SUBSTANTIATED COMPLAINTS

Service/Component

Total Substantiated Complaints

Total Types of Allegation(s) in

DoD

101
137*

Substantiated Cases

ﬁﬁ?gfggﬂtg‘g‘i\'ﬁggdenw of 76 (555%) | 0 (0.0%) | 5 (25.0%) | 70 (60.3%)| 1 (100.0%)
ﬁi;’;ﬁi?;‘;‘,fj meidents of 6(4.4%) | 0(0.0%) | 6(30.0%)| 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
SEEZV?Q?"’““ Incidents of WItY 5 1 506y | 0(0.0%) | 2 (10.0%)| 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%)
Substantiated Incidents of Verb) 43 (3143) | 0(0.0%) | 6 (30.0%) | 37 (31.9%)| 0 (0.0%)
ﬁzgiﬁgg?tggr:g\f:gf”ts of 10 (73%) | 0(0.0%) | 1(5.0%) | 9(7.8%) | 0 (0.0%)

*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
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F. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS FOR FY 2018 SUBSTANTIATED COMPLAINTS *

Service/Component

Total Substantiated Complaints

DoD

102

Marine
Corps

Air Force

Substantiated Incidents of

Nonverbal Behavior

Shveical Behavior 76 (74.5%) | 0(0.0%) | 5 (50.0%) | 70 (76.9%) | 1 (100.0%)
ﬁgssgl‘;';tf; meidents of 6 G.9%) | 0(0.0%) | 6(60.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%)
ggﬁ:ﬁg:'ated Incidents of WIith - > ey | 0 (0.0%) | 2 (20.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
ggﬁiﬁg‘:imd Incidents of Verb 45 (45 34) | 0 (0.0%) | 6 (60.0%) | 37 (40.26) | 0 (0.0%)
Substantiated Incidents 10 (9.86) | 0(0.0%) | 1(100%) | 9(9.9%) | 0 (0.0%)

*Percentagewill not sum to 100f there were multiple natures of allegation per complaint

COMPLAINTS

G. TOTAL OFFENDER CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR FY 2018 SUBSTANTIATED

Service/Component

Total substantiated offenders

DoD

197

Army

0

Navy

19

Marine

Corps
Substantiated Complaints 102 ‘ 0 ‘ 10 91 1
4

174

Air Force

Total substantiated offenders

unknown/missing punishment
Total Corrective / disciplinary
actions administered to

substantiated offenders
Administrative Action (AA)

415

123 9.6%)

0 (0.0%)

5 (11.6%)

pending corrective action at enq 3 (15%) 0 (0.0%) | 3(15.8%)| 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Fiscal Year

Total substantiated offenders w 0 0 0 174 0
punishment administered 194 (985%)] 0 (0.0%) | 16 (84.2%) (100.0%) 4 (100.0%)
Total substantiated offenders w 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%)

118 (32.3%

0 (0.0%)

Non-Judicial Punishment (NJP)

248 (59 8%)

0 (0.0%)

38 (88.4%)

20355.6%)

7 (100.0%)

2 Multiple corrective / disciplinary actions may be administered at one NJP or one Administrative Action for each

Substantiated Offender.
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General CourMartial (GCM) 2(0.5%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 2(0.5%) [ 0 (0.0%)
Special CourMartial (SPCM) 32 (77%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 32(8.8%) | 0 (0.0%)
Summary CourMartial (SCM) 10 (24%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 10 (2.7%) | 0 (0.0%)
H. OFFENDERS FOR FY 2018 SUBSTANTIATED COMPLAINTS *

Service/Component DoD Army Navy |Marine Corps | Air Force
Substantiated Complaints ‘ 102 0] ‘ 10 91 1
Total substantiated offenders 197 0 19 174 4
Total substantiated offenders
pending corrective action aten 3 (15%) | 0 (0.0%) | 3(15.8%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
of Fiscal Year
Total substantiated offenders 0 0 0 0 0
with punishment administered 194 (985%)| 0 (0.0%) | 16 (84.2%)| 174 (100.0%)|4 (100.0%)
Total substantiated offenders
with unknown/missing 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
punishment
Offenders administered at leas 0 5 0
oneAdministrative Action (AA) 114(58.8%)| 0(0.0%) (31.20) 109(62.6%) | 0(0.0%)
Offenders administered at leas
oneNon-Judicial Punishment | 87 (44.8%) | 0 (0.0%) | 13 (81.36) | 70(40.26) (4 (100.0%)
(NJP)

Offenders administered at leas

oneGeneral CourMartial 1(0.5%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.6%0) 0 (0.0%)
(GCM) punishment

Offenders administered at leas

oneSpecial CourMartial 11(5.7%%6) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 11 (6.3%) 0 (0.0%)
(SPCM) punishment

Offenders administered at leas 5

oneSummary CourMartial 5(2.6%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) > o 0 (0.0%)
(SCM) punishment (2.9%)

*Percentagewill not sum to 100f there were multipleategories oforrective actions per offender
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. SUBSTANTIATED FY 20180FFENDER CHARACTERISTICS

Service/Component

Female Substantiated
Offenders by Pay Grade

DoD

8

Army

:

Navy
1

Marine Corps

7*

Air Force

0

Male Substantiated Offenders
by Pay Grade

E1-E4 3(37.5%) | 0(0.0%) [ 1 (100.0%)| 2 (28.6%) | 0 (0.0%)
E5-E6 3 (37.5%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 3(42.9%) | 0(0.0%)
E7-E9 2(25.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 2 (28.6%) | 0 (0.0%)
WO1-WO5 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
01-03 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
04-06 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
07-010 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
DoD Civilian 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
DoD Government Contractor 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Non-DoD 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

E1-E4 143 (75.7%)| 0 (0.0%) | 8 (44.4%) | 134 (80.2%) | 1 (25.0%)
E5E6 40(21.2%) | 0(0.0%) | 7 (38.9%) | 31 (18.6%) | 2(50.0%)
E7-E9 4(2.1%) | 0(0.0%) [ 2 (11.1%) 1(0.6%) | 1(25.0%)
WO1-WO5 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
01-03 2 (1.1%) | 0(0.0%) | 1 (5.6%) 1 (0.6%) 0 (0.0%)
04-06 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
07-010 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
DoD Civilian 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
DoD Government Contractor 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Non-DoD 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%)

*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
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J. COMPLAINANT CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH FY 2018
SUBSTANTIATED OFFENDERS?

Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force

Female Complainants by Pay

Grade

E1-E4 8 (100.0%)| 0 (0.0%) | 1 (100.0%)| 7 (100.0%)| 0O (0.0%)
E5E6 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
E7-E9 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
WO1-WO5 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
01-03 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
04-06 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
07-010 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
DoD Civilian 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
DoD Government Contractor 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)
Non-DoD 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Male Complainant by Pay

Grade

E1-E4 144 (97.3%) 0 (0.0%) | 9 (81.8%) |134 (98.5%)] 1 (100.0%)
E5E6 4(2.7%) | 0(0.0%) | 2(18.2%)| 2(1.5%) | 0 (0.0%)
E7-E9Q 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
WO1-WO5 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
01-03 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
04-06 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
07-010 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
DoD Civilian 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
DoD Governmen€ontractor 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Non-DoD 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
Unknown 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)

3 Navy has oneomplaintwith no complainant ThreeMarine Corps complainant&ender and Paygrade are unknown
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K. RELATIONSHIP OF OFFENDER(S) TO COMPLAINANT(S) FOR FY 2018
SUBSTANTIATED COMPLAINTS 4
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps
Working Relationship
Member chain of command 124 (2.7%)| 0 (0.0%) 1(4.2%) (123 (35.0%] 0 (0.0%)
Military coworker 176 (46.4%)| 0 (0.0%) | 16 (66.7%)|156 (44.4%] 4 (100.0%)
Military person of higher
rank/grade who was not in chair] 38 (100%) | 0 (0.0%) | 5 (20.8%) | 33 (9.4%) | 0 (0.0%)
command
Unknown 41 (108%) | 0(0.0%) | 2 (8.3%) | 39 (11.1%)| 0 (0.0%)
Gender Relationship 379* 0 24 ‘ 351 ‘ 4 ‘
Same gender 356 (93.9%) 0 (0.0%) | 22 (91.7%)[330(94.0%) 4 (100.0%)
Different gender 18 (47%) | 0(0.0%) | 2(8.3%) | 16 (4.6%) | 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 5(1.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 5(1.4%) | 0 (0.0%)
*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
L. FY 2018 POPULATION STRENGTH BY STATUS®
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine [ Air Force
Corps
Status \ \
Active Duty 1,293,489 467,163 322,138 184,667 | 319,521
Civilian 635,172 250,864 192,161 17,686 174,462
Reserve and Guard (Selected) | 798,168 527,028 57,729 38,460 174,951
Guard (Selected) 443,088 336,498 - - 106,589
Reserve (Selected) 355,080 190,529 57,729 38,460 68,362

4 OneNavy complaint had no relationship as there was no complainant reported

5 Strength is calculated by averaging monthly strength provided byn&sanpower Data CenteiDoD Civilian Strength
does not includ©ffice of the Secretary Defenswilians.
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Summary of Demographic Information for FY 2018 Substantiated Offenders

FY 2018 MALE Substantiated
Offenders by Pay grade
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Summary of Demographic Information for FY 2018 SubstantiatedOffenders

DoD Army
FY 2018 MALE Substantiated
Offender(s) by Race, Ethnicity, and §~ %*
Age &) g i @) o i
g o < g o <
8| 8| 6| 5| 8| o
< 4 = < 4 =
Race
American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0 0 0
Asian 0 5 0 0 0
Black or African American 35 3 38 0 0 0
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Island 1 0 1 0 0 0
White 131 8 139 0 0 0
Multi-Racial 1 0 1 0 0 0
Unknown 3 0 3 0 0 0
Ethnicity
Hispanic 30 5 35 0 0 0
Non-Hispanic 135 137
Unknown 13 4 17 0 0 0
Age
< 18 years 0 0 0 0 0 0
18— 25 years 151 6 157 0 0 0
26— 35 years 23 3 26 0 0 0
36-45 years 2 1 3 0 0 0
46—-55 years 0 1 0 0 0
56— 65 years 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unknown 2 0 0 0 0
TOTAL Offenders 178 11 189 0 0 0

45

o B | O

o O +» O

N

Air Force

>

8 ¢ |
< (0% =
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 1
0 0 0
3 0 3
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
2 0 2
1 0 1
1 0 1
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
4 0 4




Summary of Demographic Information for FY 2018 Substantiated Offenders

2018 ANNUAL REPORTHAZING PREVENTIONAND RESPONSHN THE ARMED FORCES

FY 2018 FEMALE Substantiated
Offender(s) by Pay grade
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Summary of Demographic Information for FY 2018 SubstantiatedOffenders

FY 2018 FEMALE Substantiated
Offender(s) by Race, Ethnicity, and
Age
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Summary of Demographic Information for Substantiated Complainants

DoD Army Air Force

FY 2018 MALE Substantiated = = =
Complainant(s) by Pay grade g © g © g o

Q Q Q Q Q ()

< o = < (02 = < o =
Pay grade
E1-E4 138 6 144 0 0 0 8 9 1 0 1
E5-E6 4 0 4 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0
E7-E9 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] (0] 0 0 0
W1-W5 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] (0] 0 0 0
01-03 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] (0] 0 0 0
04-06 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] 0] (0] 0 0 0
07-010 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] 0] (0] 0 0 0
DoD Civilian 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] 0] (0] 0 0 0
Non-DoD 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] (0] (0] 0 0 0
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 (0] 0] (0] 0 0 0
TOTAL Complainants 142 6 148 0 0 0 10 1 11 1 0 1

NOTE: 1 Navy complaint has no complainant. Tables for 3 Marine Corps complainants with unknown gender and pay grawcldsted{at
Active duty and 1 Unknown employee type).
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Summary of Demographic Information for FY 2018 Substantiated Offenders

DoD Army
FY 2018 MALE Substantiated
Complainant(s) by Race, Ethnicity, %\ ?
and Age [a) g i a o iy
g @ < g @ =
g . ) 51 21| 6
< 4 = < 4 =
Race
American Indian or Alaska Native 1 0 1 0 0 0
Asian 5 0 5 0 0 0
Black or AfricanAmerican 9 0 9 0 0 0
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Island 3 0 3 0 0 0
White 122 6 128 0 0 0
Multi-Racial 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unknown 0 2 0 0 0
Ethnicity
Hispanic 20 2 22 0 0 0
Non-Hispanic 110 3 113
Unknown 12 1 13 0 0 0
Age
< 18 years 0 0 0 0 0 0
18— 25 years 136 4 140 0 0 0
26—35 years 4 2 6 0 0 0
36-45 years 0 0 0 0 0 0
46- 55 years 0 0 0 0 0 0
56- 65 years 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unknown 2 0 2 0 0 0
TOTAL Complainants 142 6 148 0 0 0
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Pay grade
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and Age

FY 2018 FEMALE Substantiated
Complainant(s) by Race, Ethnicity,
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HAZING PREVENTION AND RESPONSE IN THE ARMED FORCES

Note: FY 2017 data in these tables is based on the reporting date of December, 2017 for Army, Navy,
and Air Force. The Marine Corps data is based on updates provided in February 2018.

A. TOTAL NUMBER OF FY 2017 HAZING CASES

Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps

Substantiated 136 (45.5%|12 (35.3%| 13(65.0%)| 109(46.8%)| 2 (16.7%)

Unsubstantiated 121 (40.5%12 (35.3%| 5(25.0%) | 98(42.1%) | 6(50.0%)

Pending 39 (13.0%)10(29.4%) 2(10.0%) | 26(11.2%) 1 (8.3%)

Inconclusive 3(1.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) 3(25.0%)

*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

B. NOTIFICATIONS TO CONVENING AUTHORITY IN FY 2017 SUBSTANTIATED

CASES
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps
Total Substantiated Cases 136 12 ‘ 13 109 2
Within 3 duty days 115(84.6%)| 0 (0.0%) | 9(69.2%) |106(97.2%)| 0 (0.0%)
More than 3 duty days 4(2.9%) | 0(0.0%) [ 1(7.7%) 3 (2.8%) 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 17(12.5%) (12 (100.0% 3 (23.1%) | 0 (0.0%) | 2 (100.0%)

C. DUTY STATUS OF COMPLAINANTS ASSOCIATED WITH FY 2017
SUBSTANTIATED OFFENDERS

Service/Component

Total Complainants

DoD

297

Army

16*

Navy

Marine
Corps

264

[EEY
I
w

Air Force

On-Duty (i.e., during duty hours) 272(91.6%) 9 (56.3%) | 11 (89.7%)|249(94.3%) 3 (100.0%)
Off-Duty 24(8.1%) | 6 (37.5%) | 3 (10.3%) | 15(5.7%) | 0 (0.0%)
Both On and OftDuty 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%)
Unknown/Missing 1(0.3%) | 1(6.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)

*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
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D. DUTY STATUS OF FY 2017 SUBSTANTIATED OFFENDERS

Service/Component

On-Duty (i.e., during duty hours

DoD

251 (81.5%

Army

16 (51.6%)

Navy

19 (63.3%)

Marine

Corps
Total Substantiated Offenders 308 31 31 ‘ 243 ‘ 3 ‘

213 (87.7%)

Air Force

3 (100.0%)

Total Substantiated Cases

Total Types of Allegation(s) in
Substantiated Cases

Off-Duty 56 (18.2%)| 15(48.4%)| 12 (38.7%)| 29 (11.9%)| 0 (0.0%)
Both On and OftDuty 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 1(0.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.4%) 0 (0.0%)
E. NATURE OF ALLEGATIONS FOR FY 2017 SUBSTANTIATED CASES
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps

ggﬁ:ﬁg:'med Incidents of Phys{; 11 (57 506] 9 (36.0%) | 10 (50.0%)| 90 (62.1%)| 2 (66.7%)
Substantiate¢hcidents of 7 o o 9 9
e e 16 (8.3%) | 8 (32.0%) | 8(40.0%) [ 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)
Substantiated Incidents of Writtg 0 0 0 0 0
Behavior 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
ggﬁ;ﬁg:‘med Incidents of Verby 53 57 504)| 7 (28.0%) | 2(10.0%) | 43(29.7%)| 1 (33.3%)
Substantiated Incidents of o o o o o
Nonverbal Behavior 13 (6.7%) | 1(4.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 12(8.3%) [ 0 (0.0%)
*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
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F. OFFENDERS FOR FY 2017 SUBSTANTIATED CASES

Service/Component

Substantiated Cases

Total substantiated offenders

DoD

Army

Navy

Marine
Corps

Air Force

unknown/missing punishment
Total Corrective / disciplinary
actions administered to

substantiated offender§

308 31 31 243* 3
Total substantiated offenders
pending corrective action atend 9 (2.9%) | 5(16.1%)| 0(0.0%) | 4 (1.6%) | 0 (0.0%)
Fiscal Year
Total substantiated offenders wi ] ]
punishment administered 280 (90.9%] 11 (35.5%)|31 (100.0%) 236 (97.1%)] 2 (66.7%)
Total substantiated offenders Wil 14 g 594y | 15 (48.4%)| 0 (0.0%) | 3 (1.2%) | 1 (33.3%)

Administrative Action (AA) 114 (18.2%] 3 (11.5%) | 13(24.5%)| 96 (17.6%)| 2 (66.7%)
Non-Judicial Punishment (NJP) |466 (74.2%)] 8 (30.8%) | 40(75.5%)(418(76.6%) 0 (0.0%)
General CourMartial (GCM) 1 (0.2%) 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 1(0.2%) 0 (0.0%)
Special CourMartial (SPCM) 12 (1.9%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 12 (2.2%) | 0 (0.0%)
Summary CourMartial (SCM) 11(1.8%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 11 (2.0%) | O (0.0%)
Not Reported/Missing 16 (2.5%) | 15 (57.7%)[ 0 (0.0%) | 0 (0.0%) | 1 (33.3%)
Not Applicable 3(0.5%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 3(0.5%) [ 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 5(0.8%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 5(0.9%) [ 0 (0.0%)

*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

6 Multiple corrective / disciplinary actions may be administered at one NJP or one Administrative Action for each Substantiated

Offender
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G. SUBSTANTIATED FY 2017 OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS?

Service/Component

Female Substantiated Offenders

DoD

Marine
Corps

Air Force

by Pay Grade

Male Substantiated Offenders

297*

E1-E4 6 (60.0%) [ 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%) | 6 (85.7%)| O (0.0%)
E5E6 3 (30.0%) | 1 (100.0%)| 0 (0.0%) | 1 (14.3%) | 1 (100.0%)
E7-E9 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)
WO1-WO5 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
01-03 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
04-06 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
07-010 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
DoD Civilian 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
DoD Government Contractor 1(10.0%)| 0(0.0%) | 1(100.0%)[ 0 (0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Non-DoD 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
Unknown 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)

by Pay Grade

E1-E4 202(68.0%) 13 (43.3%)| 11 (36.7%)|178 (75.7%] 0 (0.0%)
E5E6 70 (23.6%)| 5 (16.7%) | 15(50.0%) | 49 (20.9%)| 1 (50.0%)
E7-E9Q 19 (6.4%) | 9(30.0%) | 2(6.7%) | 8(3.4%) | 0 (0.0%)
WO1-WO5 1(0.3%) | 1(3.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
01-03 1(0.3%) [ 1(3.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
04-06 2(0.7%) | 1(3.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 1(50.0%)
07-010 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
DoD Civilian 1(0.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 1(3.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
DoD Government Contractor 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Non-DoD 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
Unknown 1(0.3%) [ 0(0.0%) | 1(3.3%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)

*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

7 Gender and pay grade of one Marine Corps offender is unknown
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H. COMPLAINANT CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH FY 2017
SUBSTANTIATED OFFENDERS?
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps

Female Complainants by Pay
Grade
E1-E4 25 (86.2%)| 2 (66.7%) | 1 (100.0%)| 22(91.7%)| 0O (0.0%)
E5E6 2 (6.9%) 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 2(8.3%) 0 (0.0%)
E7-E9 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
WO1-WO5 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)
01-03 1(3.4%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 1 (100.0%)
04-06 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
07-010 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
DoD Civilian 1(3.4%) | 1(33.3%)| 0(0.0%) 0 (0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
DoD Government Contractor 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Non-DoD 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)

Male Complainant by Pay

Grade

E1-E4 252 (95.1%] 10(83.3%)| 6(46.2%) |235 (98.7%] 1 (50.0%)
E5E6 10 (3.8%) | 2(16.7%) | 5(38.5%) | 3(1.3%) | 0 (0.0%)
E7-E9 1(0.4%) [ 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 1 (50.0%)
WO1-WO5 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
01-03 1(0.4%) [ 0(0.0%) | 1(7.7%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
04-06 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
07-010 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0 (0.0%)
DoD Civilian 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)
DoD Government Contractor 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Non-DoD 1(0.4%) | 0(0.0%) | 1(7.7%) | 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 0 (0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) [ O (0.0%)

*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

** Gender and Paygrade of 1 Army, 1 Navy, and 1 Marine Corps complainants unknown

8 Gender angbay grade ofthree complainants are unknown: 1 Army\dvy, and 1IMarine Corpscomplainant
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|. RELATIONSHIP OF OFFENDER(S) TO COMPLAINANT(S) FOR FY 2017
SUBSTANTIATED CASES
Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine Air Force
Corps

Member chain of command 120(14.1%) 23 (37.1%)| 8 (24.2%) | 88(11.7%)| 1 (33.3%)
Military coworker 73(8.6%) | 26 (41.9%)| 16 (48.5%)| 31 (4.1%)| 0 (0.0%)
Military person of higher
rank/grade who was not in chair] 43 (5.0%) | 9(14.5%) | 1(3.0%) | 32 (4.2%) | 1 (33.3%)
command
Military subordinate 5(0.6%) | 1(1.6%) | 1(3.0%) | 2(0.3%) | 1(33.3%)
Civilian coworker 1 (0.1%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.1%) 0 (0.0%)
Other 5(0.6%) | 0(0.0%) | 1(3.0%) | 4(0.5%) 0 (0.0%)
Other military 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) | 0(0.0%) 0 (0.0%)
No relationship 6 (0.7%) 0 (0.0%) | 6(18.2%)| 0(0.0%) | 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 599(70.3%) 3(4.8%) 0 (0.0%) |596(79.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Gender Relationship 852 62* 33* ‘ 754 ‘ 3 ‘
Same gender 772 (90.6%] 57 (91.9%)| 25(75.8%)[687(91.1%) 3 (100.0%)
Different gender 69(8.1%) | 2(3.2%) | 2(6.1%) | 65(8.6%) | 0 (0.0%)
Unknown 11(1.3%) | 3(4.8%) | 6(18.2%) | 2(0.3%) 0 (0.0%)
*Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
J. FY 2017 POPULATION STRENGTH BY STATUS!

Service/Component DoD Army Navy Marine | Air Force

Corps

Military Status ‘ ‘
Active Duty 1,283,104 464,386 | 319,077 | 183,800 | 315,842
Civilian 637,949 | 255,296 | 190,158 | 17,941 | 174,555
Reserve and Guard (Selecteq 809,385 | 539,220 57,995 38,621 173,549

Guard (Selected) 446,645 | 341,592 - - 105,054

Reserve (Selected) 362,740 | 197,628 | 57,995 38,621 68,496

Note: Strength is calculated awveraging monthly strength provided Befense Manpower Data CentédoD
Civilian Strength does not includgffice of the Secretary Defenswilians.
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XIlI. List of Acronyms

ACTS Automated Case Tracking System

AFI Air Force Instruction

CA Convening Autority

CCA Command Climate Assessment

CCS Command Climat&pecialist

CID Criminal Investigation Command

CMEO Command Managed Equal Opportunity
CNO Chief of Naval Operations

(6{0) Commanding Officer

CONUS Continental United States

CRT CommandResilience Team

DASH Discrimination and Sexual Harassment
DEOCS DEOMI Organizational Climate Survey
DEOMI Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute
DEORG Defense Equal Opportunity Reform Group
DoD Department of Defense

DoDI Department of Defense Instruction

EO Equal Opportunity

EOA Equal Opportunity Advisor

FR2 Force Risk Reduction

FSA Full Speed Ahead

FY Fiscal Year

GMT General Military Training

IG Inspector General

IGMC Inspector General of the Marine Corps
MCO Marine Corps Order

MEO Military Equal Qoportunity

NAVPERS Navy Personnel

NDAA National Defense Authorization Act

NIMS Not In My Squad

NJP Non-Judicial Punishment

ODEI Office of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
OPNAVINST Office of the Chief of Naval Operatiomsstruction
OPREP Operational Report

OUSD(P&R) Office of the Under Secretary of Deferfse Personnel and Readiness
PAC Prohibited Activities and Conduct

R.C.M. Rule for CourtsdMartial

SECNAVINST Secretary of the Navy Instruction

SMA Sergeant Major of the Army

U.S.C. United States Code
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